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" Abstract
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Causal priorities between word meaning ability and paragraph meaning .

ability were axamined in three types of readers across ‘a period of

: _ ‘nine months., Subjects were . 180 pupils in grades 7 and 8. They

. were categorized by relative performance in word and’ paragraph

n=60) defined as "balanced", 'word :

- _ meaning"into’three groups (

5 dominant“ and "paragraph dominant . Cross-Iagged cdrrelatiOn anafysis

vsupported-the causal priority of word Meaning in balanced and word

1

. dominant readers -and a different pattern in the paragraph dominant

readers; For most readers, the congentional wisdom hypothesis of

o~ “4( ' ’° word meanings as building blocks of paragraph meaning received

A

. empirical support. -

* ’ ., ,




- Causal Priority
L

Hargaret Early, former prEsident of NCTE has stated recently ' /
that "Obviously the next major goal of reading research must be N
unraveling the mysteries of comprehension.... We still know next

to nothing about the‘ptocess even though we are continually devising '

new measures of whatever it is.?p (Early, 1976) . " The present study

reptesents a primitive start at. unravelling some of these mysteries
5 .
by empirically examining a tenet of conventional wisdom concerning _

o

comprehension. This tenet is the belief that, at the very leasét,
. ’ ¥

comprehension 1nvolves two inter-related but’ distinct skills,

' (aspects, processes, etc.)- word meaning and paragraph meaning.:

. Further, of the two skills, word meaning is the more basic. Word S

meaning appears to be a necessary but not sufficient cause of

‘paragraph meaning. A reader cannot derive meaning from a paragraph

unless he' can derive meaning from the individual words in the paragraph.
Perhaps because this tenet is so intuitively appealing and "obvious",
it appears to be taken axionatically and few, if any, attempts have"

been made to verify it. Although "comprehension.has been analyzed .

/.
7

into exceedingly complex sets of~interrelationships and hferarchies :

Ly

. among subskills, thé?causal inter-relationship\between word meaning

and se%tence/paragraph meaning appears to have been taken for granted.
rln the present study, I suggeSt an approach which may allow examination
of this;'and other causal jnter-relationships among subskills,of

s ,~
comprehension.
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. . N Many researchers include wo;d meaning as a major component

of comprehension;(Carroli, 19723 Davis, 1972; Posner,vLewfs and
Conrad,\l972; Thurstone 1946). There is less agreement about other
aspects of comprehension, and in particular about paragraph meaning
as a factor distinct from word meaning: DaviS“(l944 1972), for
h_example, has posited six or seven comprehension subskills in addition |
to word meaning but Thurstone (1946) reanalyzed Davis' earlier data
and concluded there were only two factors, word meaning and "another
* factor". Carroll (1972) analyzed comprehension into memory for word
meaning and three or four other aspects. Farr (1969) has argued that ,

b the distinction between 'v0cabulary and comprehension ,80 common to <
A
- test constructors and publishers is withouE ‘much research evidence.

o \ -

With Farr, 1 am\d%ssatisfied with the distinction, but perhaps on
different grounds. "Vocabuiary" tests which measure word meaning
ghould not be distinguished from "comprehension"'tests measuring paragraph

meaning, since I suggest they both measure different aspects of
s ' . acdmprehension. ) o
Fot ‘the present argument I assume that comprehension requires,

¢

in additiOn to word meaning, the ability to process sentence Or

- -

;h ' paragraph meanings. I further assame that these two separable subskills

can be measured with reasonable accuracy by certain standardized reading

tests., Having made these assumptions, 1 ask two questiOns in this
study. Yirst, is there a causal re1ationship bgtween word meaning
and paragraph meaning? Secoad does this relationship vary between

different types ofvreadersi

5

. : A




. ) ) .- . ) o ' . ‘ N

I , - ' ' Causal Priority

y .3

-1t 18 proposed that. in normal circumstance ,.word meaning is
-causally priorjto paragraph meaning,-'"Causally- riorﬁ 18‘5 )
technical phrase used in-social-science theory constr?ction (e.g.
Kenny, 1 353 in press) to indicate that with two correlated variables,
'one variable 1is .a better predictor of its correlate than the other.

Unlike most correlational techniques which ‘do not permit causal

[

inference, this Eechnique does allow tentative causal inference

(see Statistical Analysis,_below) " '

P .

In normal circumstances, word megiing ig assumed to influence
‘("cause") perfornance in sentence or paragraph meaning more than
'paragraph meaning influences word meaning. . If this.wEre true, word
meaning could be described as causally prior7‘to paragraph meaning .

I have used the phrase, "under normal circtmstances" to indicate that

L

the causal priority of word meaning is‘predicted for most, but not

all readers. Rather than hypothesizing a general pattern of causal
<

priority, it seems plausible to hypothesize distinct causal priorities,
based upon the reading group under consideration. In this study, I

suggest three categories of readers, and hypothesize'a pattern of causal

.- '

priority for each- group. v
‘ ‘ . . . . >
« Readers are categorized according to the pbserved difference

1between ability in word meaning and ability in paragraph meaning.
This categorization technique is similar to techniques used by others
\

who have compared differences between reading subskills (e g. Guthrie,

1973; 0haver, 1972; Weiner and Cromer, 1967). . ' .

”




Camsal Priority
.‘ . . -A . 4
The first type of reader is called balanced. This reader“s'skills
in.both word meaning and paragraph meaning are rouvwghly equivalent
(hence "balanced")., If he is poor in one skill, he is poor‘in.the

others 1if he is excellent in one, he is excellent in the other; "This

" 1s assumed to be the normal case. This type of reader is hypothesized

to exhibit-a moderate causal priority of word meaning,' For this type
of reader; word meanings are the building blocks of paragraph meaning.
Ability to derive meaning from words is more inflnential upon ability
to derive meaning frOm paragraphs than vice versa. ‘

The second type of reader is called word dominant. This reader's

skill in word meanipg is considerably greater (hence "dominant") than

* his ability in paragraph meaning.- If he is superior in ‘word meaning

he wohld be average or worse tn paragraph meaning. If he is'below

\

' average in word meaning, he would be abysmal in paragraph meaning.’

This type of reader is considered to be a deviation from the normal
pattern, The observed difference in abilities is hypothesized to reflect
“cumulative deficit in paragraph meaning ability. This deficit

N\ .
reflects an abnormal causal priority of word meaning which has

_typified this reader's growth in both'subskills. His growth is slower

in paragraph meaning than word meaning because he is overly dependent
upon word meanings as building blocks for paragraphemeaning. -He cannot
'£111 in' paragrapi meanings in text involying unfamiliar words as
easily as the balanced reader; This reader should be, characterized

by an exaggeration of word.meaning'causal priority, reflegting his

over-dependence upon word meaning. L

'
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The third type of reader is called paragraph dominant. " This®

reader's skill in paragraph meaning is qpnsiderably greater than ;

his ability in word meaning. This type of reader also is considered ‘.

ST _ :-to be a deviation from the normal pattern. The observed difference
. 4n abilities is hypothesized to represent a cumulative deficit in,
word meaning ability. This deficit reflects a causal priority of -

q \

k\ , paragraph meaning which has typifi this. reader s "growth in both v.,' .,
subskills, Lack of knowledge of'iniividual word meanings in a.para;raph .

]does not hinder his ability to understand‘the wholq paragraph as much_‘ _
i S ' as might be expected in the normal sitnation. For this reader, the '
.- whole is greater than the sum of its }arts. ,For_this type of reader -
there is hypothesized to be a causal priority 6f paragraph meaning. |

.Ability in paragraph meaning should influence growth 1in word'meaning

more than ability in word meaning should influence growth in paragraph

) meaning. Whereas the word dominant reader might be said to understand L
1 r S

the whole of a paragraph through its parts (words) the paragraph

dominant reader' might be said to understand the parts of d.- paragraph

through its whole.

. K : In none of the types of .,reade s\is.it assumed thatgone p£6¢§ss
: : . % :
operates exclusively of the other. With all three types of readers it

is assumed that the two subskills are interactive - word meanings

facilitate paragraph meaning ‘and vice .versa. “'In all three types of

. ‘readers, it- is assumed that fthe common ‘factor variance'between the tﬁf sub= .
|

Kl -
«

*Bkills is considerably greater than the unique factor variance attributable ﬁj

Qo - to either Subskill "However, it is the unique aspects of each (the

-

PR

. ) - - .
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._;!‘ . | Co L 1£bihh. ! L i ' _’ Causal Priority:
°'differencesvbetween the subskills) which are examined here in the hopes
that they will permit analyses of the hypothesiZed causal prioritiesr )
The causal priotities are now proposed as expected patterns
) ;. " to be examined in an empirical manner. Since the study is
R s { ‘exploratory and the number of subjects‘small, these are not to be
lconstrued as formal hypotheses to be: subjected to statistical o
tests. The data ‘£rom this initial study will be examined to see if
;» | o f' the observed patterns are similar to those which might be expected
| ) if different causal paths typify ‘the. three groups. TheSe expectations
are: .
1) Balanced readers will exhibit a patterh of .causal priority of

’

uordvmeaning in the acquisition of mew word meaning and paragraph

.

meaning skills. _

2) Word dominant readers will also“exhibit‘causal priority of pmrd
meaning in the acquisition of new word meaning and paragraph meaning.'
gkills in a pattern even more marked than that exhibited by balanced

- - 3) Paragraph‘dominant readers will exhibit a pattern of causal priority

of paragraph meaning in the acquisitionjgknew word.meaning and ('

paragraph meaning skills.‘:ﬁ T
' . . »' >
' /
e —— - ‘
Ny .,
- .¢




_specify each of these terms as operationally restricted by use of

‘semantically anomalous. (e.g. '...jet planes now refueling the

.
.
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- h " Method . o : o A AR

» -~ »

-

‘ . . , . /'—
. : . B

* yariables and ThHeir Meagurement - ‘ . . ;
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The Gates-MacGinitie vdéabulary and comprehension tests (Form D,

A

YLevels 1 and 2, Grades 4-6) were used as pre and posb measures of

:Voﬁg)meaning and paragraph meaning respectively.’ Use of he RS

terms word meaning and’ paragﬁaph méaning to represent unitary

»dimensions is simplistic, and.for_precisibn it is necessary to S

“

the Gates-MacGinitie test, The 'vocabulary' test appears to measure

o

recognition of semantic synonyny (Katz, 1973). The'student is

e Y

-

presented a stimulus“word plus five response alternatives and is
\

told "Find the one word in the group below it that means most nearly‘

o N ®

‘the same... '/ The comprehension test appears to measure recognition

of semantic anomaly, (Katz 1973) through a modified cloze procedure.

For example, following a sentence about‘Lindbergh's nonstop flight

to Paris comes the-sentence, "Jet planes now ___25 the Atlantic

Ocean take only a - 26 of the time that Lindbergh toak."

Five choices are given for each of #25 and #26. This sentence in

part assesses paragraph meaning in the sense of derivingsmeaning . ,'D

2

£yom connected discourse, but also appears to require the pupil to-

‘recognize that some of the choices while syntactically-feasible ares

Al
. v & o
. —t
5
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: items are dependent upon syntactic cpes”as well as semaatic cues, and

ordinate-subordinate relations. In addition the wo;ds‘used in both

. W,
9 Z %

: Accordfhg to this technique, panel da can be analyzed to»indicgte

' e .. .o .
ol . »’_ . Lo ’

Causal.Friority”

o | S : 8

[

+

Atlantic Ocean;,.")'“Thus in an analytic, butjargqnﬂaden sense, av
more appropriate title for the present study might be "The Causal
Priorities between Synonymy and Semantic Anomaly Even this would

not be a completely accurate title because some of the comprehension'

\ &

g
Y,

‘somé of the 'vocabulary' items are not synonymies but are super-
L J

ercisés are different which allq\s observed differences between
scores on the two, tests to be influenced byvsampling errors. For
purpoSes ;f the-study, I assume the two-subtests validly and reliably
sample from the respecti;:~domains of word meaning ‘and paragraph

“

meaning. It is necessary to note that the terms word meaning and a;

..

paragraph meaning are quite specific and operationally restricted

. < : . :
by the subtests%hsid/invthe study, ' . ' . T

‘Statistical Analysis . o T o

The analysis was a postﬂhgc cross—lagged panel;corrélaﬁion

(Campbell and Stanley, 1963 ‘and Andrevs, 1964; Kenny, 1973). . .

»

¥
»

\ y
which of two variables A and B, each easured- at time 1 and 2, is
more likely’foﬁhave causal priority ver the otherp 1f A determines

B rather than the reverse, then the cross-lagged correlatioh

. . S \ .
A1B should exceed BlA2 : ' .o - %r\ o ,
§ ct and treatment s incidental to the analysis,

‘ -

and to the argument pre ed. The reason‘for choosing the

particular subject‘sample,and'treatment was:accessibility to this

P . i -




B2

o

£

- Subjects , e R _ SR - o

‘ Gates-MacGinitie reading - survey.‘"The screening test also served as

® .

- pupils were categoé?zed by type of dominﬁnce \ : .. o .

. T " Causal Priority, ”53
’ ' o ) . . v} . ‘ . A'\ 9 . ! o

1o W . _
data and was not determined by any theoretic aspect of the xationale.

Nevertheless, both the subjects and the treatment will be described

P * »
-

below., The su&ﬁkcts are described because they may influence the <

. - . a l
generalizeability of the results. The treatment is described because

£}

’

it may“influence the generalizeability and becauée“r“satisfied one .. &

&
“\ L A

& ;
. prerequisite of cross-lagged analysis - it ensured that a significant : .

change took place during the time lag between meaSurements.

Subjects vere 180 pupils drawn from a sample of apprdximately )
600 grade 7 and 8 pupils participaging in a remedia1 reading program ., | ,

(described below) Pupils were primarily Black males of lower and

lower-middle SES in a Southeastern U. S. cify with a pqpulation of\

200,000. The 600 pupils were selected for the program “using the .
criterion of reading scores below a grade level equivalent of 5 0
e 2

on the combindd vocabulary and comprehension tests of the _
? b

v

the pre-test for»those who participated in the remedial treazfgpt,

'l _ v
After compintion of the program,and on the basis of the pre-tést, - o

P
¢ . . 3.

Word dominant readers were defined as those%whose pre-test grade equivalent
higher than their pme—teet grade equivalent
o : ® ‘ —

comprehension scores. Balanced neaders were thOSe whose scores . é@%
Y ) :
é .

By
vocabulary scores: were 9 years

{ were within\plps or minus 2 years of each other. gFinally, paragraph

" dominant readers were defined as those “whose comprehension scores

P - : . .
; A
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100 .,
were at lealt .9 years higher than‘their.vocabulary scoree. At the
“end of the treatment, there were complete pre-post data for 479 N ///

pupils of whom 68 were comprehension dominant 98 were balanced
and 62 were vdcabulary;dominant. From each of these groups 60 .

pupils were~randomly selected for analysis.

.
-

Treatzent ' § ‘ o )

Although the study is non-experimental and only indirectly p

related to the treatment, the sample of the study was used.in the
expectation that as a result of the treatment, Subjects would o
undergo significant increase on at least one "of the variables.

The treatment was one, hour per day of special reading classes{during ’

- a nine month school year; Each class was conducted by a reading .

specialist. The reading classes included options such as adult
reading tutors, word games like "Password", programmed instruction,

high interest-low vocabulary paperback novels and a Variety of gudio-v

'visual materials. The reading activitiesnstressed both vocabulary

building and comprehension development. : —
. o ) _

The treatment differed both between and within classes, so that

treatment for all subjécts was not uniform. However the major require- .

‘ment for the Ei:;ent study was that the treatment (in all its variety)
p

produce significdnt gains. The' usefulness of the cross—lagged

correlation technique depends on change that exceeds random
/ ]

fluctuations due to measurement error. Because of‘$he intensive

nature of the reading treatment, significant gains were expected on’

-

St : T ' ‘
B L3

.y
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each of the measures, vocabulary and achievement.

-y ‘Y )

e

*Causal Priority ,
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A'/ |- 3
These gains did -

occur and their magnitude and variability were believed,to provide

adequate opporﬂ%mity to detect causal priorities.

o

\
© 1\ N > .
: co vt . Results

Post test results of the mean scores for each of the

. . Ly .
. Insert Table 1 about here

~As anticipated, there was a significant increpse in each group .

on both variables (all correlated t-tests were significant bcyond o

e

the .05 lcvcl) More importantly, the correlation nctworks appcarcd
to suggest” theicausal priorities expeoted for cach of the three

L)

groups.,gé shown in Pigqu 1. ' : - . v

Tnsert Figure 1 about here: C e N
{ y .
. Althcugh the differences in cross-lagged correlations -

- -

(V C Ve, C Vz) are not great; they. are all in the expected ¢ .

directions Furthcr, the rank order causal priorities of the three

sets of correlations corresponds to that expected. Thelbalanced

- o readers exhlbitcd a pattern suggesting causal priority of word
The word dominant readers exhibited this pattern, but

~ -

to ‘a slightly. stronger degrce, s anticipated. Finally, while

-mcaning,

the difference id” the cross—lagged correlations of paéagraph
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..

dominaﬁt readers was miniscule (.64 vs. .60).1t was in the

)

expected,dircction, and is quite oifferent from the pattern suggested

N - ‘

by the other two groups.

Alternate Explanation of Results ,

-Considering that the study is exploratory and’the,number of subjects

. \ :
small, it is desirable to consider gome competing’ hypotheses which
might account for the observed patterna. One alternate hypothesis
might -expldin the results in terms of a path through the stability

coefficient'of the relatively higher compr;hension score coefficient.
)

" In all three cases, the horizontal correlations (V1 9 OF Clcé) ’ | ,

-

representing stability coefficients suggest a greater degree of

. * reliability or stability for the comprehension measure. Howevee, éincgf'
S . ) A \ : ‘ ° , ‘
this is equally the case in all three groups, this should not.cause
\ N v ) Y

, " the differences in patterns which were observed. In all three groups, .

an argument could be made for a path throbgh the stronger of the two

. stabil tixcocfficients to explain.the strength of the Vlc2 correlation;' S

For egkample in the balanced ‘group the V 99" C -.78<C €, path might :

!
| . ’ ]

partially account for Vl--.76---c2 This path is stronger than the
N c -~.99--V1~- 64~-V, path which could be said to account for the

Cl--67---V2

¢;~~C,==V, and v =-V;--C,

- .
stronger of the two horizontal correlations and might just as

cross-lagged correlation. Boweveri the paths

also capitalize on passing through the
reasonably be used to explain the croaSrlagged correlations. In th%'

.'paragraph.dominant,éroup, the pattern is reversed. ‘Moreover, even

‘ . . . , |
if a particular path were confounding the;differeqces in cross- 4 K ‘

~
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aggc& cortelations, it would befdifficult to explain the reversal S )
of’ pattern in paragraph donin t pupils. : . . . ; |
Another explanation of ‘Me results might involve a possible
regression of coefficients ward the/podpulation mean in all three ' .
groups. 1 obtaincd a VZC coeffic ent of ..66" for 479 pupils |
(including Qhe 180 in t present sample), and the Gates-MacGinitie
.nanunl Tepor é vocabul ry-comprehension coefficients in the mid

.70 s. The efore the “true" coefficient (i e. population

coefffcien' in the .70'9 seems reasonable. . ‘The initial coefficients
.9

A should be early perfect because 'balanced' pupils were by
definitio almost identical on both measures. In the balanced case, ffp
« . one expe ts the initial coefficient to be spuriously'high, and over

timc for it to move toward s population mean which is probably in

"

the 1704, This pattern can be observed in Figure 1. The Opposite

A pattcrn' lght be expected in the other two grOups - pupils chosen

2]
L) N -

/ because their two dcores were -disparate. Nevertheless, for both

- -

dominant groups a pattern ‘of increasing vertical coefficients across

time isln noticeable; *The vertical coefficients‘of’parégraph~
dominant pupils appear to npproxinnte the population coefficient. <
: The vord'do inant gyoup is peculiar. 'The-initial‘vlcl correlation
is higher than would ‘be eupecteu for a group selected on the bagis
of 1ts dispa ateness-and'it decreases aéfﬁssntime, to a level S

_gomewhat lower than one would expect as an estimate of the population

V

" coefficient., Although regression is undoubtedly taking place, it &




,'the observed regression toward balance. . E .y

) ‘ :
<, - .l y Causal Priority
i : S e 1,
| i
does not seem' to exalain the observed patternsyt . 4

Another regression patsern 1s possible, suggested by the -
data presented 4in:Table 1+ It will be noted in‘Table 1 that
paragraph dominant and word dominant readers become,more:'balanced'

over timea Onepossible explanation.for this is an interaction

3

with the tﬁeatment such that consciously or unconsciouslyy pupils

N

work on (oﬂ are encouraged by teachers ;o work on) that aspect

of reading in which they are/most deficient, 3 ! L] . ;j

either wdrd.meaning or paragraph meaning. This might account for _‘
l ‘ R i ) -

L4

A third type of regression'hypothesis requires that the pre-
treatment differences be artifacts of selected extnemes. Regression
would then be toward the ‘true' balanced staté’of pupils, whoimere'
erroneously screened into the two non-balanced categories; This éﬁ ;f‘
type of regression, 1f jt exists, does not lessen the argument for |

the respective priorities observed, since in each case the higher
of the two scores exhibits causal priority during‘the return to
the state of. 'balance' If the, imbalanced conditions reflect.
'true' differences in. reading style ‘and skill acquistiion, one
would expect that the imbalances would remain constant oger time,
.Thug the word dominant pypil should continue to exhibit the same

‘ -~

degree of word meaning dontnance both. before and after the treatment.
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Discussion . . o )

Re8u1ts‘shou1d be interpreted in a cautious and tentative ;

-

manner, bearing in mind the exploratory natureydf the study.
In this initial attempt, the results in two cases iﬁnformed
quite closely to- thoge which were anticipated.. The results
appear to offer support for the conventional wisdom of

considering word meanings to be the building blocks of paragraph

’ meanings. This was found to be the case for balanced readers . 1
‘-and word dominant readers.. Allowing for differences in ; ot
‘ \". i operational definitions pf difference and for tests with different - %,
f ' o standard errors qf measurement, .a rough estimate of balanced | B ',.;;'

i . readers might include roughly 60£’balanced and 204 word dominant.

o - Therefore roughly 80% of the reading population cqpld be hypo-
L N thesized to follow a pattern of- word -meaning priority. N
What about the other 20%, the paragraph dominant readersT"

Even though the results” for this group were the most open to»

' question, I consider the results from this group the most

inttiguing. | . h. ‘ i

causal priority %ay

Even «though the pattern for this group did not . conform to’ _”I
: the paragraph priority expected, the lack of
\
|

initself suggest a particular mode of acquiring reading skills.

of the fallacy of . confirming the null hypothesis ’
. .

1 suggest that this particular null pattern is surprising -

» Aware
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and partiaily supports the expectations for these readers. It 18 oy

intuitivefy appealing to find results which support ‘the causal

e

priority jof vocabulary in the other two types of readers. After
all, whag could be more sensible than a words—as—building—block
hypothesis? However, it was suggested that the causal pattern. . - '
for paragraph dominant readers would be, the opposite of this -
sensible pattern. Although paragraph dominant readers did not

- reverse the"pattern; they appear to have run counter to the
'sensible pattern. It is difficult to understand how a group of

readers can fail to exhibit causal priority of vocabulary and for

-this reason, I suggest that comprehension dominant readers may be

particularly wor&hy of further investigatiOn. ¢ o , o Qb

»

The obsotved patterns appear to suggest that further research

_along the present lines might be profitable. ﬁhplications across

X . o normal readers with different time lags and grade levels'is suggested o
' Further replications ghould increase the sample size (e.g. 1,000+

’ . pey group) to alldwuse of statistical tests such as the Pearson-

Filon (cited in Kenny, 1973). Given the unobtrusivg, ex. post facto,

v
‘ ?:7 nature of the approach, a person with access to reading scores of
Ui} for example.lO 000 pupils at two different times could replicate the .
| ‘ prescnt study. Even increasing the difference criterion to 1. 3 or
. g ~ more years difference, he could still secure more than a thousand
pupils per grOup, thereby increasing the possibilfty of sampling
-

truly dominant pupils and alSO incfEasing the power of the analysis.
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Further research crossing the three reading types with types of
treatment (yord meaning emphasds,-balanced treatment, and
| paragraph meaning emphasis) might also reveal interactions
which might suggest relative effectiveness of various treatments
4 for vari%us types of pupils (p£/ticularly those who-are paragraph

.dominant). - : .

- Finally, future research would profit from using the same
¢ vocabulary in the word meaning test as the paragraph meaning
test, This would allow more control over the domain—sampling

. L] ] . i
' problem in securing readers who were truly dominant or balanced.

Since this approach would not be suited to a post hoc analysis'of g
existing data, it might be best to concentrate such a study on

N - . , | ,' that small group whose results appear to defy the norm, the

.. paragraph dominant readers. | l»

’ : | In summary, it was hypothesized that causal relationships
between word meaning and paragraph meaning skills could be examined
empirically, and that ‘results would differ by reading group.
Empirical analysis did reveal causal p;iorities, supporting)with an
intriguing exception, the causal priority-of. word meaning.

T, - ' . Moreover, it is hoped that the method employed might suggest

one possible approach for researchers investigating the complex

-interrelationshipsbetween various aspects of reading comprehension.
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B Table 1.0 b R
Means and pifferences. between Means ' -

" FPor Vocabulary (V) and Comprehension (C)

Scores for Three Types of Readers at. Two Times 1+ 2)

=D

v v, C c, Diffy ¢ Diffy, ¢,

Balanced 3.61 4.29 3.60 4.55 . 0.01 < 0.26

Word 4.67 5.22 3.267 4.83 1.4 0.39
. Dominant T o - .
paragraph 3.25 5.18 4737 5.73 -l.48 0 =0.55
Dominant ' | 1 ' _ o ’ -
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Figure 1. Cross-1 { product moment correlations for
A Vocabulary (V) and Comprghension (C) scores with three i
types of readers at two times (1 and 2). R
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